
Beifore t h e  Board of Zoning Adjustment, D. C. 

PUBLIC HEAJZING -- March 23, 1966 

Appeal No. 8638 S t .  John Bapt is t  Church, appe l l an t  

The Zoning Administrator  of t h e  D i s t r i c t  of Columbia, appe l l ee  

On motion duly made, seconded and unanimously ca r r i ed ,  t h e  following 
Order was entered  by t h e  Board a t  t h e  meeting on March 30, 1966. 

EFFECTIVE DATE OF ORDER: May 19, 1966 
ORDERED : 

That t h e  appeal f o r  a var iance  from t h e  s i d e  yard requirements of 
t h e  R-5-A D i s t r i c t  t o  permit a second s t o r y  r e a r  add i t ion  over t h e  
e x i s t i n g  f i r s t  f l o o r  a t  5228 Ca l l  Place, S.E., l o t  30, square 5312, 
be granted. 

From t h e  record and t h e  evidence adduced a t  t h e  pub l i c  hearing,  
t h e  Board f i n d s  t h e  following f a c t s :  

(1) Appellant 's  l o t  is  Fmprwed with a one s t o r y  masonry building,  
which was cons t ruc ted  about 22 years  ago. 

(2) ~ p p e l l a n t ' s  l o t  has a 40 foot  frontage on Ca l l  S t r e e t  and a 
depth of 100 f e e t .  The l o t  contains 4000 square f e e t  of land. 

(3) Appellant proposes t o  e r e c t  a second f l o o r  over t h e  e x i s t i n g  
f i r s t  f l o o r  without changing t h e  l o t  occupancy. 

(4) Appellant 's  s i d e  yard i s  six f e e t  wide and t h e  Zoning Regula- 
t i o n s  r e q u i r e  t h a t  t h e r e  be an 8 foo t  s i d e  yard i n  R-5-A D i s t r i c t .  

(5) No opposi t ion was r e g i s t e r e d  a t  t h e  pub l i c  hearing t o  t h e  
grant ing  of t h i s  appeal. 

OPINION : 

We are of t h e  opinion t h a t  appe l l an t  has proved a hardship wi th in  
t h e  meaning of t h e  va r i ance  c l ause  of t h e  Zoning Regulations. 

As t h e  e r e c t i o n  of t h i s  second s t o r y  add i t ion  w i l l  not cause t h e  
bui ld ing  t o  exceed t h e  l o t  occupancy f o r  t h e  R-5-A D i s t r i c t ,  a p p e l l a n t ' s  
proposal w i l l  not have an adverse a f f e c t  upon neighboring and adjacent  
property. The proposal  i s  cons i s t en t  with t h e  purpose, i n t e n t ,  and 
i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  zoning p lan  as embodied i n  t h e  Zoning Regulations and 
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